Stenographic Transcript Of 
HEARINGS 
Before The 

C0MI4ITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AHD PUBLIC t"70RKS 

UNITED STATES SENATE 

MARK- UP 
CLE.AN AIR ACT AT'lEliDI-iENTS 



March 30, 1977 
WASHINGTON, D C. 

REYNOLDS REPORTING ASSOCIATES INC. 

1028 CONNECTICUT AVE., N.W., SUITE 1100 WASHINGTON D.C. 20036 

833-3598 



1 



1 

2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 

a jj 

@ I 



^2 ii 



13 ii 



5? n 



2'i 
22 
23 
24 
25 



410 

MARK-UP ' . 

CLEAN AIR ACT MIENDMENTS 

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 30, 1977. 

United States Senate^ 

Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, 

Washington, D,C. 

The coramittee met at 10:30 a.m., pursuant to recess, in 
room 4200j. Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Jennings 
■ndolph (chairman -of the committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Randolph, aentsen., BTsrdick, Hart, 
Moynihan, Stafford, Baker, McCltsre, Doraenici and Chafee. 

Senato:!^ Randolph. With tb.e understanding of the members 
of the committee we will give attention to a house-keeping 
matter, in a sense, that has to do with the dates in the pendin 
legislation = WS will. ask the members as much as possible in 
the adjustment of their schedules this morning to be with us 
as much as they can. Following the subject matter being 
handled we v?ill go into the matter of the difficulty that has 
arisen between the Senate and the House on the public v/orke 
jobs bill and tlie failure to come to Conference. 

We greet our" guests as well this Kiorning. 

Leon, will you take over? 
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Mr, Billings. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

S. 252 as introduced includes all of hhe datss as the bill? 
was passed when the Senate considered it a year and a half ago,.| 
Some of those dates are no longer relevant,, Some of them ! 
would place unreasonable pressure on the Agency in tenns of 
accomplishing the objectives in the statute. | 

The effect of adopting Senator Bentsen's amendment yes- I 
terday with respect to the deadlines and plans takes care of | 
the basic problem of the deadlines with respect to the trans- 
ortation control plans and those modifications could be | 
- accordingly. 

However, there are several other date changes that the 
staff >«3uld like to recommend. 

First, under this bill the deadlines for issuing delayed 
iiorapiiance records and the date of the deadline compliance 
penalty is January 1, 1979. The deadline — v^ell the first 
deadline was January 1, 1978, and tlie second deadline was 
January If 1979 and the staff recoEmend that both bf the dates 
be slipped six months to July 1, 1978 in order to provide for 
adrainistering programs to take place. The July 1,1979 data 
.ould be a year after those procedures are completed. 

The second deadline is January 1, 1980 for sources to 
•ly. The staff recomraahd:- lipped to July 1, ' 

19 81, and the deadlines for coal conv&rsionj. that the date go j 
to January 1, ' 
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The deadline for submifcting cost information to the 
States is provided to be slid six raonths to J-uly 1? 1978 „ 
The deadline for the report to Congress on emission of sulfur 
compounds from agriculture is July 1, 1977 „ We recoitimend that 
to January 1, 1978. The deadline for air quality emission 
reports on the point four was to be March 1, 1977. That date 
is recoimnended to be nine months to January 1, 1978. 

The autliorization for the National Air Quality Coiranission 
was $1 million for fiscal year 1977. That fiscal year is pro- 
vided to be changed to fiscal year 1978. The authorization 
in the bill was 76, 77, and 78, and the staff, recoitansnds tii..:, 
the saaie level, that is $200 million a year, be made for 78 
and 79 and 80. 

Senator Randolph. You have heard Ifeon as he has h&:incj:--:- 
to your attention the fact that v;ell. I suppose we are 
almost a year, almost a year later and it seems to be every 
reason to adjust the dates to compensate for that time lag. 

Aaftt' all dates covered? 

Mr. Billings. I think they are. We went through the 
bill very carefully. Most of the dates, as 7. said, rose from 

transportation control planning process and the modifica- 
dons that the committee has adopted and will adopt with respe<bt 
u the transportation control planning. TJ-jpse dates will all 
be covered. I think I have covered everything. 

Senator Randolph. Was there any questions from members? 
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We will accept yoxir report and we V7ili adjust the bill 

I 

as we proctlied to finalize it in accordance with those new do ■ r ■ 
Are there any objections? 

While we are waiting for one or two mansberSf because I 
want them present,- what is the time schedule that you gentle- 

i 

men have as you think it is today? | 

Senator Hart. We had nuclear regulations at 11:00 o'clockl 

I 

Senator Moynihan« The Senate goes in at 11:CG. We take | 
up tihie imemployiaent compensation act and that is a subcoxranittee 
of mine. 

Senator Randolph. Yes. That is right. 

Mr. Billings. We are trying, in the event that these go 
for a vote today, to get a room for the nuclear hearing so 
that the members dan continue, if that is appropriate. 

Senator Randolph. How many witnesses are you going to hav^j 

Senator Hart. T\-7o this morning. 

Senator Randolph. We might even go to another room, if 
that Lb agreeable with you. 
Senator Hart. Fine. 

Senator Ran<2olph, We will proceed to the discussion of 
the situation that has presented itself in a sense and perhaps 
deepening degree because of the passage of each day. 

On the table in frpnt of you has haen placed the raemoranduia 
that provides you with the exchange of letters thht the chairmai 
of the Public nnittee in the House, Representative 
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Johnson, has had with your chairman of the environment and 
pabiic works coiranittee. 

I mentioned this matter, as you will recall, on the 
morning of the 28th of March. I will st«p back a moment in 
our thinking — without partisanship, to a rather general 
feeling that the Administration wishes very much to move on 
the matter of a public works program to alleviate unemployment 
and also to bring into being those projects which would add to 
the quality of life and strengthen the very fabric of communi- 
ties all over this Nation by the type of project that would be 
eligible. 

The projects, frankly, without naming the nurobers, run 
in the thousands that have been approved and yet the funding 
of these approximately 20,000 approved projects cannot go 
forward because we have not had the action in the 95th Congress 
to supplement that money which was provided in the program in 
the 94th congress. And also to continue to talk about the 
earlier situation that was developing, we are not rushing in 
a sense in the Senate to bring our legislation in our case, 
in our body. 

r did not discuss the attitude of the House except to say 
sy were giving, certainly, attention to this legislation, 
as much as we had,, The House passed it- v: - February 24th. 
The Senate pasBe<i its bill on March lOv. .3 conferees from 

the Senate were announced at tlie conclusion of the roll call I 
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on March 10th, indicating the desire of our body to move 
quickly in conference with the House. 

Until today the House has not appointed its conferees, 
c called for finally, I felt, and again I am not in a [ 
critical posture, a meeting with the chairraan of the House 
committee. 

After our meeting, which failed to resolve the problem, I > 
said to Representative Johnson, the chair!iian of the committee, | 
that I would write a letter. I wanted him to know that; that | 

i 

I woiald place it in the Congressional Record and I would make | 
it, without objection, public information. That was agreeable | 
to him. He did not discuss the writing of the letter but In- 
dia write a letter and that also has been placed in the Congres 
sional Record as of the Record of the day before yesterday, 
which came yesterday morning to our attention* 

The exchange of those letters is before you. The general 
subject matter is well understood, I think, in this committee, 
but I think there is one barrier that will keep our eyes on it, 
the House not going to conference today, tomorrow, a week or 
a month from now. That is what i^e did in reference of — | 
Senator Muskle would certainly be a leader x\\ that effort, 
joined in by the coitunifctee , of addressing tiie water iwllution 
probleja. 

Now, they feel that that should be a separate subject, | 
iway from the poblic works jobs, emn" ■: of people on this 
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program where apparentiy the projects are ready to move and 
contracts could be let. 

I must say that I do not want to recede from the Senate 
position. I pleaded with Chaiarman Johnson to let us come 
to conference; that we might sit and talk together, that could 
be participation also with the meznbers of both bodies, but that 
apparently will not be possible. 

Ed, to ji'ist begin the discussion, and I hope it will not j 
take too long, but T think this morning that we must make a | 

definite decision here as to a conuTiittee posture and . action. | 

j 

Would you care, because of your closeness to the pollution part 
of this bill. 

Senator Muskie. I would be delighted to. 

I am going to try to be as objective as I can. I regard 
the Senate position taken a reasonable end. I assume the Housa 
feels the saiae as to their position but for the benefit of the 
new members perhaps I might restate what our position has been. 

Nuntoer one, this cowmittee has been preoccupied for two 
/ears now with rewriting the Clean Air Act. The now meinbere 
have aom& indication of hov time consianincf amd energy constaaittc 
a task that is. The F - oitblic works oomaiittee does not have 
jurisdiction over . tSv So, they have not faced 

that problem over the last two years. It is a simple fact, 
last year with < " " ■ ' - • - ' : - -' o the Clean Air 

Act we did not ^ to the 
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comprehensive review of tha Clean Water Act. So we have 
sought unsuccessfully for a. year to get the House to see that 

Secondly, in response to that problem, with respect to 
the Clean Water Act, we faced a simple solution for States 
responding as rapidly as they could to the challenge of the 
Clean Water Act. We are bsginning to r«n oat of money and now 
some 34 States are running out of money. So we tliought it a 
reasonable proposition to the House last year to provide short- 
term funding to the States who had run out of money to continue 
their programs while we this year undertook a comprehensive 
-■ - of the Clean V^ater Act. We even went beyond that to 
take up in last year's water bill a handful of the issues, 
substantive issues, which were floating around and which are 
floating around. 
Last year we reported the the Senate two bills, one a 
Simple extenstion of funding and the other, the more substantia! 
bill which undertook to deal with some of the controversial 
issues, and th&- • controversial- it is a section of 

four issues dealing witli wetlands and this position is very 
challenging and several others. He- were not able in 
onference to resolve our diff^- ua bill, number tx-ro. 

-use of disac, Houses on those sub- 

. ...i,..v.; then aske, • to consider approving 

a simple short-term funding id in the Senate 



calendar, and I think we passed it in the Senate and sent it 
ovesr to the House and they ignored it. 

Their tactics in the conference last year were to try 
to hold back fvmding hostage to their position on the substan- 
tive issues because of some of us obviously coming from 
States running out of money. I think lay State was the first 
to run out because we did such a good jo?o of meeting the dead- 
lines of the. Act, so they figured they had me whex'e the hair 
was short and figured they had others where the hair was 
short. If they could hold their position on the substantive 
hostaging — hold the funding hostage that their position was 
stronger. 

Senator Randolph. I believe it is 34 States either 
out of money or running out of money. 

Senator Muskie. So, the question was they simply re- 
fused to return to conference, simply refused^ I think they 
felt that because I was rxinning for re-election they had me 
under pressure aiid through me maybe other meuibers of tJne 
committea. So thay just refused. 

Well, now, if we have — if the Clean Air Act had not 
been filibustered to extension last yeeur we would not be 
engaged in the comprehensive review of the Glean A.lr Act and 
we may be in a position to go to the conference with the House 
on the substemtive issues, ihat vras our intention but the 
fact is, as all members of ■ i been bogged 
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down in this Clean Air Act and we have not been spinning our | 
wheels » I think v/e have bean spending oar time on resolving 

,' t-. „ 

So again, the House wants to take us to conference. They 
want us to knock this funding bill oat of the public works 
bill in order again to hold funding hostage so that we have 
not been able to begin considerations and which would probably 
occupy us beyond June 1 and sometime into the strmraer. 

That is the reason they want it to be knocked off. And 
last year's experience gives us a better indication of v;hy the^? 
were being stubborn. 

Nov;, with respect to interim funding, I think we can 
be flexible, Mr. Chairman, in providing two years. But I xirant 
to have funding for this construction season. But I do not 
think they are interested in that. They just w&nt complete 
surrender and they are using f xinding of water construction to 
try to pull those in the Senate into some submission on the 
sxjbstan-fcive issues and not give us a satisfactory crack in 
conference with sufficient time to reaolve ovu: diffexences. | 
They have a right to their position on those issues. I do not 
challenge that but o-ar experiences have been in those 
conferences they are tiitie-consTxmijng and long and dravm out. i 

So, if we were agreeable to knocking this funding pro- \ 

i 

vision ouu . bill I asi convinced there ivould be no money 

for this COT ' i-.hose States that are running 
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out of money. Other Senators from Statas that are directly 
involved, and there are others, it is not simply a parochial 
thing, 1 just refused to ba a part of that. 

Beyond that there is logic in concluding this interim 
funding in a public vrarks bill, Wlienever I make the case for 
public works jcfcs in a time of recession there is no better 
exajaple that I can use to stimulate public support and enthou- 
siasm than water for building water treatment plants and I 
use that over and over again as a prime example of why it makes 
sense to at one and the same time provide jobs and establish 
public interest. It does provide jobs so there is every 
reason — to tiie waste treatment part of that public works job 
is the best justifiable job creation program in that bill, it 
has been justified since 1972, 

For the House to take the position that building waste 
treatment plants is not a legitimate part of a public works 
bill 1 think is a demonstration of cynicism in tlie extreme. 
That i.^ my view And I guess WBiybe 1 departed from the complete 
objectivity which I set forth to start with before I began 
to talk, Mr. Chai But I do feel strongly about it. 

1 do think that they are donjig their best to pull us down 
Into surrendering not just on tha funding business but on the 
substantive issues that many membarS of this committee other 
than myself have deep feelings for. 

The Chairman of tMs • st^te, section 404, 
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with the oroblera. Other members of -fcha committee also do and ; 

I 

there are other issues. I think that they are entitled to j 
a fair contract on those issues and that is really what is - ' ' 
the heart of this whole problera. | 
With all due respect to Mr. Johnson that letter just j 
completely conceals what they are really trying to do. That ij; 

why 1 have gone to some length to give the new members esp- 1 

I 

ecially the background on this matter. I would not like to | 

\ 

see this legislation delayed, but the House has demonstrated 1 

! 

that it is determined to play an extremely hard ball game on | 

I 

this and I found tliat from past experience that the only x\'ay j 

to play their gams is to play it their way. 1 guess that is ; 

s 

J 

why I have gotten a reputation for being a stubborn Pollack- \ 
Senator Randolph. Mr^ Burdick. 

Senator Burdick. What is your solution, just wait? 

Senator Muskie. Well, that is the usual solution when 
you are in a tough bargaining position and the other side is 
as tmreasonable as I think they are. 

Senator Randolph. Your chairman would want to be very 
careful not to be — to be factual. He wants to b© fair. I j 
am told that apparently a part of the leadership in the House 
in Ein interview ■ Ight presumably indicated that the 

Senate was in « sense holding these funds hostage, keeping 
people from havl , fse jobs and laovi; . , . . I have this 

only from the staii of someone nent" t ■ it to n» this 
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1 i morning. I 

! ! 

2 I Senator Muslcie. .1 suggests Mr. Chairman, on that point j 

vj'e try to get the best estimate we can of the jobs involved an|i 
4 |i the waste treatment programs of the 34 States that are running! 
i out of money. Then we will Jcn.ow who is insensiti-ve to these 

6 \\ job needs because they are trying to kill the construction 

7 I jobs in 34 States for this construction season. That is p 

cisely what they are trying to do. 

Senator Randolph. We are, of course, regardless of the 
type of projects, we are losing the construction season with 
each dAy that comes and goes which is a real coneeJfn. 

Senator Muskie. It is damn short in our State. It passe; i 
alraost before it starts. 

Senator Randolph. Are there any other comments? 
Senator Muskie. I think it might ba helpful ^ Mr. Chairmai, 
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back off from that kind of direct confrontation in order to I 
give some flexibility. I am prepared to take a little beating^ 
in the press. 

I understand my name was occupying most of the laader:, 
lonce the other day. I cainnot uaderatand that because 
oxxr principal opponent has aadx ary clear that I am only 

one of 535 merabc-frs. That I cannot possibly eucaeed in doing 
what I want. Ht ^ -jet vith just one ineiriaer, I cannot 

understand it. 



Senator Randolph „ I think the letter of the chairman. 
Chairman Johnson, is a very fair letter. We worked and re- 
worked and amended it to be completely objective. 

Senator Muskis. I giv^ you credit. You show remarkably 
more restraint than I. 

Senator Hart. The House leadership statement sounds a 
little like the people at the B'nai Brith were holding the 
Haiiafi Muslems hostage. 

Senator Randolph. Are there any other eonmients? 

Senator Domenici. Senator Muskie, are they also saying, 
aside from the substantive issues that they obviously want to 
decide with the water and sewer funding as part of their — 
are they saying they have a jurisdiction piroblem? 

Senator Miiskie. Well, they have jurisdiction on both 
subjects. 

Senator Domenici. So, that is not an issue. Is it 
if w ware saying we were facing a completely separate coiranitt^ 

Mr. Billings, in fact, Senator,. tJie last tune around on 
the public works funding amendment It vms the timing of the biA 
and they raised no guestions on that as being appropriate. 

Senator Randolph. No, I do not think there is any prob- 
lem there, Pete. 

Well, r do nofc know whether this is the pause that 
refreshes or not but If there Is ^ -:-;-<Dn thiat someone feels 
is in order — x, as your cI .iso from working with the 
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ranking minority member , Senator Stafford, has kept in completej 
^i; -tafit with each other on this prohlero. 

Senator Muskie, May I say this, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Randolphs Yes, Ed. 

Sej?.ator Muskie. I vjovtLd not ^*ant maciDers to think that I was 
not interested, I feel deeply about it and state it and so I 
think perhaps it would be better if I did not make whatever 
motion is made. 

Senator Randolph. Senator Moynihan. 

Senator Moynihan. It seems to me tliat Senator Muskie 's 
position is entirely correct and that we should stay with out 
position iintil hell freezes over, or the St. Lawrence River, 
•vhich ever is first. 

Senator Muskie. I think it is still frozen. 

[Laughter.! 

Senator Randolph. There may be an element of compromise 
with the one-year suggestion that I heard you make, Ed. 

Senator Muskie. r was hoping to save tJiat as a bargaining 
ihip until later but you may play it any tdLme you want to. 

Senator Stafford. Mr. Chairman, that I think is very 
important; that we do get to conference on this public works 
bill speedily. At the time I sywpafchize with the chairrtani 

of the aubconimittae. Senator Muskie. What the House is asking \ 
■ -o do is to <lr6p th • . - - • • ' •• ■ s win prtjvide stib- i 
taivtial employmeiir tructlon of sewerage in 34 Statel? 
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a:1 I cannot understand what the Efouse is against going to 
conference for. It may be — I might s^iggest, Mr. Chairman, | 
that rather than taking soma final action this morning, we 
make another effort in the next 24 hours to see if something j 
can be worked out V7ith the committee and Mr. Johnson in the 
House to get us to conference without a downright conf rontatio^ 
or a surrender on our part. | 

Senator Bentseno I speak in support of Senator Muskie's ' 
position. I think he makes a very valid and strong point i 
x^hen he says that we have a difference of opinion but at least 
we want to have a chance to discuss it in a rational way. 
■Then we can discuss what- to do, but it will not separate] us 
or thsy will not make us capitulate. We will not even sit 
down. I think that has to be resisted. 

Senator Randolph. I wonder if we could call into the 

i 

House for a meeting of the leadership of both the Senate and 
the House . > 

Senator Moskie. May I suggest, Wr. Chairman, the 
Democratic policy meeting this noon. I will be glad or maybe 
you would like to coira-fiunicata this position. I laay be too 
biased at this point- But this may be a good opportunity for 

I 

I 

the policy committee to get some eacposure to this problem. ■ 

Senator Randolph. Is it agxeeable, without voting, to 
just allow us to continue to work, and all of ub to work. 1 ^ 

i 

would not want an image of you outside of this effort, if 
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there is some innovative or persuasive approach that any 
meniber would have, T. think the leadership needs to be brought 
into the Senate and the House. 

Senator Stafford. I agree with that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Randolph, So, we will agree this raorning,, if it 
seems adx^isable. I am hesitant to leave it in this matter but 
I think it is best.. I am not sure x^e can meet tomorrow as a 
committeie. We have a hearing. 

We will try to find, if we can call another meeting of 
the committee, even during the day. We will leave it in that 
way . 

Lloyd, I think we come back, do we not, to the discussion 
that perhaps Senator Hart focused attention on, that he wanted 
to see if separation of the non-attainment proposal v/hich voxt 
had but it was somewhat difficult for him and perhaps many 
others to understand just the way the staff and you were 
working, not in a criticism of what you and the staff were 
doing^ but I think he just felt it would make it easier for • 
deternmiation . 

Senator Bentsen. Well, 1 >/ould like to have Searaator 
Hart, if he is here, because it is a particular concern to him. 

Senator Randolph. VvThat do yoti see as the problem that 
faces us, other than the general non-attainment difficulty? 

Mr. Billings. : general axrea is the only thing left 

to be resolved unl. ing other members need to 
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bring us or that we might not know about. 

While we are waiting for Senator Hare to return, I might 
run over what it ig the members have in front pf them so they i 
will understand the nature of the piece of paper. 

Staff took the staff -drafted language and added to it 

in each place where Senator Bentsen had an amendment, The 

i 

text of that amendment is tmderscored so the new members will 1 
know when and which language Senator Bentsen is proposing ' 
The only thing missing from that package ia the text of | 
Senator Bentsen 's proposed waiver. Has that been distributed?! 
Senator Bentsen. Yes, it has. 

Mr. Billings. This Senator Bentsen amendment appears on 
the first page. On the foxirth page, under definitions, and 
on the last page, under transportation control section. This j 

i 

is the language we had been given yesterfiiay. Also, there is I 

Senator Randolph ' s amendment and then there is the question | 

I 

which the staff raised at the meeting before last with respects 
to base line, which is covered in the first definition in the ! 
definition page, and allowable emlsions, 1 
There are three basic issues. Senator Bentsen' 8 iunendment 
Senator Randolph's amendiaent, and the staff's feelitxg that the 
cjoiranittee ought to make a definite decision as to vjlhat the 
base line is . 

Senator Bentsen. Mr. diairmaiii, of course we want to do \ 
a good a job as you did yesterday but we will try to review 
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some of the salient points. 

My aEiendment is essentiall an optioa to the source by 
source trade off policy. If you have a no.n-attai.ninent agree-' 
mant it is an option to trade off, but it is not an option to 
provide any kind of a free ride. It is not going to be easy 
to use, and if it is used it will require that the emissions 
of the applicable pollutants will be reduced regularly on an 
annual basis. It has three major conditions before a State 
can exercise an option and have it approved. 

The State must show to the satisfaction of the administratos 
that it has an inventory of emissions sufficient to measure 
the reduction. At the time we have 27 States that do not 
have that, so it cannot utilize this option unless they put 
it into effect. I do not know how you know if yoxi are 
mcJcing progress in this country unless you have an actuall. in- 
ventory of emissions of pollutants. 

So, what you buy here — and the staff is definitely — 
is a process v^oraby the State sfcarta measmring and measuring 
wells to show reasonable progresJS as determined by the aditiin- 
istrator. That leaves soiae judgment, leaves hijn some discre- 
tion to administrate. Obviously ha will not se? " ' ^ n' 
minimal progress. That is partiaiilarly true if yoti have a 
high l^rel of re-eyaluation already. Certainly the judg^aaat: 
of such an administrator if- he is gualified to hold that offico 
is that he is going kinds of reductions. ■ 
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That is, aionitored yearly, so there wotvld be little 
chance for a State to fudge on their figures, if they are 
not successful there are designs in the waiver — it is a 
tough test. It is a realistic option. It is on. a rigorous 
and area-wide basis. It calls for a good inventory procedure 

I i 

\ 

\ before you begin to take ad.^^antage of it. The administrator i 

; ! 

will judge the adequacy of that inventory. It is a strong, | 

s 

• intensive effort by the State to identify and reduce the 1 
; sources of the pollutants. 

\ I leave in the attainment date. Do not change the 

■ attainment date of 19S2 or 198? now in the bill„ It does 
not repeal the standards. The standards and the dates 
remain the smce. That was of concern to Senator Hart. The 
standards and the dates remain the same . They remain that 
way for a veiry good reason. I think the standards are very 
much in question. It is a controversial standard. You have 
some people who think that you have some tests that show that | 

a 

! 

reduction in the emission of hydrocarbons can result in a redu<: 
fcion of the oxygen level. You have others that argue very 
luuch to the contrary. 

In Houston we reduced the levdl of hydrocarbon by 
stationary sources by 85 percent. This resulted in an overall 
reduction of 5 percent. At the sane time the oxygen level went 
up. The same thing happer. " ' ' Nusnont. There are other i 
areas that contend contrary result. 
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The Chamber of Conmierce in Kouston is so concerned about 
■.c. i±iat they ara spending $2 raillion of their own money 
■xying to explore and find an alfcernativ-a way of accoRipl ishing 
the objective. 

So what do we do hare? Do vb repeal a Congressional j 

I 

'-/kandard and attainjaent date or do we keep them in place and ) 
lower the emissions and squeeze dotv-n as much as possible until 
the hard data is with us? 

On the bill previously I asked for a study by the Air 

Quality Coimaission to come up with the relationship, if they l 

I 

could, between hydrocarbon and oxygen and to try to tell us j 
whether that standard definitely is valid. Now, either wa | 
accept those standards even though they are controversial and 
we keep those attainment dates or we sit back and say no, we 
forget them, and we spend more money on research and trying 
tb get the hard data. 

I think we ought to keep the attainment dates in, keep 
the Standards in. I do not think anyone at this tz&le serious! 
thinks that by 1987 we will not have soaie more hard data on 
reducing thoae standards and particularly the oxygen sfcajidards. 
So 1 prefer to do it on that basis, keep that objective out 
of there because it is controversial. !Phe oxygen standard is", i 
I do not think, tliat it means you are going to tr»et the oxygen | 
standard becauae I think that our situatibttf because of type- j 
graphy, because ; other things along that Galf Coast, j 
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going to find it Irapossible to meet the oxygen standard; 

as it now is, | 
The estimates are that if we stop ew3ry industry in the j 
Houston-Beaumont area, close theia down, lock up the factory 
gates , we would still substantially exceed the ox^'gen i 
standard. But if we stop every car and let people walk to towi^ 

we would still exceed the oxygen standard. But, 1 still think \ 

j 

we ought to keep that objective out there and the dates out ; 

? 
1 

there until we get some hard information to try to find out 
what they should be. 

Now, !4r. Chairman, that is what nty amendment offers. It 
offers an option to the States. We are all trying to meat the \ 
same objectives, I think. We are trying to cut dox^n on the 
emissions of pollutants. I am willing to see the States have a 
little more flexibility so that they get to the same target. 
The pressure is going to be on them to do it and I do not 
think that we can anticipate every condition in every State 
and to the extent that we let the States have more flexibility 
in achieving it that we accon^illsh our objective batter. 

Otherwise I think finally some of them are going to throw 
up their hands aiid they are going to try to find some other 
vay to do that- Sdo that is Why 1 provided this amendment. 

Senator Randolph. Senator Doraaaici". 

Senator Domanici. X wanted to say that Senator Bentsen, 
I asked this qur ause I have been given a proxy by 
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Senator Chafee to vote for your aniendiaent » However, he 
indicates in v/riting that this is so, that he instructs na 
to vote in favor of it if the 1987 attainment data is fixed. 
Senator Bentsen. It is. 

Senator Demenici. I heard you discuss this and say it 
is still there. I am suggesting though, prompted by his 
instruction to me, that in the amendment the waiver from 
trade-off, the very last line on it, where you say reasonable 
further progress is determined by the administrator. It appeairs 
to me that in deciding to keep the goal of 1987 in the bill 
that perhaps reasonable further progress eliminates the 1987 
goal and that perhaps some language suited for that indicating 
it to assure the attainment of the applicable standards within 
the time required is more what Senator Chafee 's instructions 
to me are indicating. 

Do you have any thoughts aborjt that aspect? 

Senator Eentsen. Well, I think you run into the question 
of saying — if you say assture the aiitalnment of ttvs oxygea 
level by 1987, I do not think, as I statcaJ earlier In this, 
there is anybody at the table that is going to contend that by 
1987 we do not have enough resesaxah fco reevaluate thoss 
standards. I think 'the oxygen standards for roawy areas of 
this country are unattuijiable. 

Now, are you going to say that yoa want to give some dis- 
cretion to the administrator? If he reevaluates those dif~ 



1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
It 
12 
13 
14 
15 
!6 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 



I ^ 433 
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f erent areas that reasonable progress be made , ' ara you going 
to say that it is inflexible, that he has to assure that that 
particular standard is met across the country? 1 do not 
think you can do it, that it is possible. I would like to 
give the fellows, let theia have some judgment and some dis- 
cretion as they look at these different areas and the time 
schedules. If you get soma technilogicai breakthro-agh or some 
new data he -would be able to move forward. 

Senator Domenici. May X ask Senator Bentsen, it is wj 
understanding, if we changed that language we would still have 
tiie flexibility in this that you desire. I would not desire 
to be as strict. 

May I ask the staff to address that issue? If we v/are 
to stODStitute attaining the ptiblic standards within the time 
required as drastic with reasonable fwher progress was deter- 
mined, what does that do to the flexibility that I think we 
mutually want to get to and Senator Chafee wants? 

Mr. Brayraan. If the plan maintains the deadlines , the 198"^ 
deadline, it would be my interpretation that that amendment 
would say that when the State goes to the administrator with 
a proposal to reduce the level of hydroc^irbons and the high 
level of oxygen that the reasonable further progress would be 
judged against what was possible in that 9, 10 year frame, 
and that you would have that as a goal. It would back up what 
Senator Bentsen is saying about maintaining the 1987 goal in 
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- ie law. It would appear as if the goal would ^b^e meaningless j 

I 

in the law if in fact that change was not xnada because you | 

would not haira any test against the goal. You would just be 1 

s 

making three, fottr, five percent progress possibly. 

Senator Bentsen^ I think we can further butress this 
thing, and I understand part of your concern on this question 
of maybe a three or four percent reduction. If wa added in 
the rate at xfhich the incrementally calculated figures the 
administrator in consultation with the State shall talce. into 
account the industry to which the applicable standard is 
exceeded in each such area, utilising that subsection. 

In other words, if you exceed it by a very substantial 
amount, obviously you are going to have a reduction of emissions 
of pollutants by a substantial amount. 1 would be willing to 
put that language in to strengthen it . 

My concern, frankly, from the State I represent, is pri- 
marily the oxygen standard. I think thai: is the one v/here 
you have the most serious problem. 

Seiuitor Randolph. Any other cojnments? 

Yes. Senator McClure. 

Senator MisClure. I understand what the Senator from 
Texas is struggling with and he told me tliis in private and I 
would like to aay publicly, what he is intending to do in 
this amendment i' .-■y- r.-ynr.^- • ^ure of the approach that 
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! ■ i 

how we begin at1:e*npting the clean-up. Sometimes sit .happens f 
. t v?e make it v7orse and we should start making it better | 
and then we can argue about the rate of progress. I think thatj 
the sittiation right now has to do/t/ith what rate of progress 
which we will ba attempting to do. I wonder if, in the light or 
this, the Senator from Texas might meld the two languages to- 
gether. I understand what you are saying in regard to avoiding 
the appearance of abandoning it. I do not want to abandon it. 

I do not think the Senator from Texas v/ants to either. I wonder 

f 

if we can take the language that appears in the Bentsen amend- * 

J 

ment and instead of striking reasonable further progress you 1 
added definite language at the end of that term so that it woul^ 

read, "so as to assure reasonable further progress toward | 

s 
5 

attainmev of the applicable standards within the time required|. 
Senator Bentsen. I was interrupted. Would you restate 

that? 

Senator McClure. "So as to assure reasonable further 
progress towards the attainment of the applicable standards 
within the time required." 

Senator Stafford. I said that I virtually cairo up with | 
the same proposal but Senator McClure beat rae to the punch | 
on that, so I will co-sponsor it if he offers it as eui amend- 
ment. ' 

Senator McClure. The reason I am mindful of this is be- 
cause I do not want it to go in the short run but I do not want 
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to abandon the long-term goal until there is a reasoirV-o, 
Senator Bentsen. All right, if that satisfies your " 
a, and I can understand the conern, then I am willing 
to accept that. " 

Senator Domenici. So that I would accept Senator 
McCl-are's added langtiage we would strike the last four words 
as determined by the Senator. We would strike those and we 
would add the following language," "toward attainment of the 
applicable standards within the time required." 
Senator Bentsen. Yes. 

Senator Hart. I would like to ask the staff whether 
there is not a svibstantial difference between assuring pro- 
gress towards and assuring attainment of. 

Hr. Billings. Yes. 

Senator McClure. I aia sure the staff would say yes and 
I am sure 1 would too. 

Mr. Billings. The diffes-ance Is whether or not the sum 
of reasonable progress equals the standard or not. 

Senator Hart. All you have to do in the proposed langu.aga 
is assure progress by a ceraain date and nof: assure attaj^ent. 

Senator IteClure. Assuring progress toj^ards the attainment 

Senator Hart. There is little difference between assuring 
the attainmest. 

Senator McCiure. 7 sure that you or I or the 

administrator can really h<-. say that we ca» assure the 
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attaiisment . 

Senator Muskie. The qtaestion whether you reduce the 

i 

possibility of reducing pollution. We get into all kinds of 
semantics about it. I think we have all said what I 
to say but I would like to say it anyway. It is a complicated; 
question. Beyond that I do not think the concerns of the | 
Senator from Texas — he wants to produce a formula the States 

can live with but I would like to focus on Senator Domenici's I 

I 

and Senator McClure's language that they have already said 
about this. 

The enforcement mechanism, that is the biting edge of the 
policy of the Clean Air Act as it is related to the fact that' \ 
it ties public health standards to a deadline. If the deadline 
is eliminated either directly or by attrition and is '.written j 

j 

into the act you undermine the mechanism that we established ' 
in 1970 to achieve the public health standards, if the 
administrator in making policy decisions under this language, 
I must say I have aot really studied all of it to pass fair \ 
judgment on whether it meets soioe of the problems I am raising,- 
but if the adiiftinistrator — if any .of the language we write is | 
aepri%'ing the public health etandaords is a test of reasonable- ? 
ness, than there is no bite. What then becomes reasonable? i 

If you have eliminated the achieving of the public health \ 

- i 

standards which is xdline as a test of reasonable- j 

ness, if we are tai; .-r-oat how much iidditionai time you are \ 
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going to provide, then reasonableness becomes a given by 
which you measure something else. 

Even with respect to transportation, and that troubles 
me, it could be that concern would guide evaluation of all 
the proposals, t am not pre- judging any of them at this 
point. The Bentsen as it stands appears the same as the pro- 
posal of Senator Domenici. It was ray strong impression that 
there is nothing in the commission to require the State to 
gain emission reductions needed to attain the standards by a 
specific deadline. If you eliminate that, if you eliminate 
that as a justification for decisions on the adequacy of the 
incremental reductions, you have eliminated the enforcement 
Hiechanisnii 

Now, if you do that maybe we ought to consider rewriting 
the act, talking about a definition of reasonable progress. 

j Is it within one year, maybe ten years, or what have you? But 
if we do not have a deadline to start, I aju afraid we d ■ • 
have niucli. You could, of course, provide Federal promulgation 
of Nation-wide emission standards. That is another way of 
elimin-ating the bite or setting deadliries in regions to the 

j extent to which areas exceed th« stemdards, Give more time 
CO the problem areas.. But I am just very reluctant to see 

i 

I weakening of the xnechanisin. Without Intending to, we may 
- ken the mechanism. 

afiiator Beiitsen ited his firm coimitment to a 
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deadline. Now, 1 do not want to aha?.leRge this coramittee but 
1 am just afraid we are moving in that direction. Remember 
gentlemen, the. problem with the Clean Air Act in this country. 
The argument of that was the standards we set for the dirty 
areas v/ere good enough for all the country. 

Nov;, we are talking about poiluting the dirty areas con- 
stantly, moving the standards do^na and I think we have a 
barrier thsit in my mind — and I say this not to evoke some 
emotional coloration to Senator Bents an 's efforts at all. it 
is an intelligent and constructive " approach to this problem, 
but that is what bothers me. That is the problem as I see it. 

Senator Bentsen. I can understand the Senator's concern. 
It is a concern of mine in trying to construct the legislafcio 
I think the oxygen standard is one that we will not be able 
to attain, period. But, I do iDeiieve that Senator Domenici 
and Senator MdClure have added language that is good and 
further cpiestions in the business of holding that objective 
out there for ua t6 work toward and assuring us reasonable 
progress is being made toward that. 

I think that you have to alio;? some judgment in the 
administration of these rules. I think that you have to allow 
some options for an administrator in deciding how the best 
assurance of these objectives of the reduction of emissions of 
pollutants cajx be achieved. , 

Again, what you buy in this provess is a tough process 
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because they have not come up with a total in industry of j 
those emissions so that we can really meastire and see they are I 
snaking headway at the end of 12 months, if they have then j 
further reduced the emissions of pollutants and the administrator 

feels it is reasonable progress towards the attainment of that 

, . . 1 
objective, the objective as you have now put it back ~ it { 

appeared in another portion but now it is back in this one. | 
But now it further enforces tlxat. I think that is a reasonable; 
solution to the problem and I accept that amendment. | 
Senator Burdick. You say w6 are going to leave at 11:00 ^ 
o'clock? j 

Senator Randolph. No, I did not really say we are leaving; 
at 11:00. I said that the subcommittee on nticlear regulations 
had a hearing of the subcommittee at 11:00 and if we can 
continue, if we cannot, I do not want to — Gary would have 
to leave to chair the subcommittee. 

Are you ready, Senator Bentsen? 

Senator Bentsan. I would hope we can finally resolve it. 

Senator McClnre. 1 am also on the svsbcomiaittee. I aw 
the ranking member so as the chairman of the committee leaves | 
I will be leaving too to get to that hearing, but I wanted 
to underscore just a couple of things. 

One, my dedication to reaching thesa goals. I tried to 
do the same thing in the auto pollution, auto emissions control 
act of leaving the goal unmodified but using the best evidence 
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■ h-^ t we have of the rate at which ws can attain it„ I will 
be the first to admit that we have made more progress in some 
of these fields than I had previously thought v?as possible and 
perhaps we can in tlie non-attaimnent cireas, too., Maybe we 
can do batter than we now believe is possible. 1 think ws 
ought to keep struggling toward that goal but let me give you 
an example of the kind of decision that cosaes in the programs 
that we set that are not attainable. 

We were in the coal conversion hearing yesterday 
listening to the distinguished Senator froia Ohio, Mr. 
Metzenbaum, giving the local utilities what would pass as 
uncharted hell for burning low-sulfur coal instead of high- 
sulfur coal from Ohio because they had contracted and developed 
that coal industry when the implementation plans called for an 
emissions control that would permit it so they were going out 
and strip mining in the West, shipping it to Ohio to burn it 
to meet those standards and then v/hen the standards were later 
changed to allow a greater dagiree of exdisaions in those 
nhiiities' plants they were stuck with contracts for burning 
iow"Sul£ur instead of biirning the high-sulfur Eastern coal. 

Mow sometimes, we press hard attantion on the wjrong goals. 
I just do not know if I can eaiswer the questions that the 
Senator from Maine raises. Certainly, 1 aun inclined to agree 
with him that we need to keep the pressure on but we will make 
.uore progress by keep i pressure but still there has to be 
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a rule of reason on the position of progress. 

Senator Randolph. we ready to vote? It is ; my 

understanding, Lloyd, that ycu have accepted the language of 
Senators Domenici and McClure, is that correct? 

Senator McClure, On the whole non- attainment provision 
but it relates also to this. It v;as triggered by the coiranents 
you Ktade, We are talking about health standards. Is the 
non-attainment section the whole area that we are dealing 
with only primarily measured today or are we also dealing with 
secondary standards? Is it an imposed deadline on secondary 
standards?- 

Mr. Billings. It is not the intention of the proposal 
to impose deadlines on secondary other than the deadlines that 
the State imposes . 

Senator McClure. No, the existing law states the dead- 
lines on primary standards and the lack of deadlines on secon- 
dary standards. Would that not be changed? : We are going to 
hear that in the non-attainaient section? 

Mr. Billings. It is not the intent and we will make 
the language of the provision clear enough'. 

Senator MoClure. I want to xaake it clear. This is on 
.he waiv«r ajhendment? 

Senator Randolph.. .iii you read the roll, please? 

Ths Clark: Mr. Anderson. 

Senator Anderson: (by parbxy) No. 
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The Clerk; Senator Baker. 

Senator Bakar. (K'o response.) 

The Clerk. Senator Bentsen. 

Senator Bentsen: Aye. 

The Clerk: Senator Burdick. 

Senator Burdick: Aye. 

The Clerk: Senator Chafee. 

Senator Chafee: (by proxy) No. 

The Clerk: Senator Culver. 

Senator Culver : (by proxy) No . 

The Clerk: Senator Domenici. 

Senator Domenici: Aye. 

The Clerk: Senator Gravel. 

Senator Gravel: (by prossy) Aye. 

The Clerk: Senator Hart. 

Senator Hart. N6. 

The Clerk: Senator McClure. 

Senator McClure: Aye. 

The Clerk: Senator Moynihan. 

Senator Hoynihan: (by proxy) No. 

The Clerk: Senator Muskie. 

Senator Muskie: No. 

The Clerk: Senator Stafford. 

Senator Stafford. No. 

The Clerk: Senator Wallop. 
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Senator Wallops (No respoaso.) 
The Clerk; Senator Randolph. 
Senator Randolphs Aye. 

Senator Randolph.- The motion is carried by a vote; of 
seven to six. 

Senator Hart. Our Bieeting is dowTistairs in 3110. 

Senator Mxiskie. The meiTibers of the comiRifctee feel that 
it is their impression that this vote might have been other- 
wise so T. would like to make it clear that Senator Moynihan 
believes, as his proxy has indicated, that he has a right 
to change it. I was not aware of his participation in the 
discussion yesterday and I assumed on the basis of x^hat we 
heard of the discussion today he ha,.^ given his proxy to me but 
I would not want to misrepresent him. 

Senator Randolph. Wall, Senator, Muskie, that can be 
corrected by contact with the Senator. 

Now if we — it would have been eight to five. It would 
not have changed the results. Weccm give the opportunity to 
tlia Senator to be recorded if he bp jiesires. 

Lloy^,I believe you have additional commearts. 

Senator Bentsen. What I am offering is rey am^ :dment 
aurabar five but I am striking the under lined parts to put in 
the Domenici language. 

frir. Billings. It: is the amendment in the definitions 
section, page four of the packet, the definition number two. 
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the tarm reasonable further progress. 

senator Bentsen. I want to change that amendment to 
reflect the language of Senator Domsnici as to what is 
reasonable further progress, 

Rr, Billings. In a word, if you take out the, 
results of which will be, and put in the word toward. 

Mr. Cummings, So the term reasonable further progress 
means what is siecessary to reduce emissions in the regions 
so to minimize it in each section. 

Mr. Billings. The fact of which is even ^rther 
sufficient progress from the air quality standards. 

Senator Randolph. You v/ill have to check it out again 
so we can hear it, at least the chair will want to hear it. 

Senator Bentsen. i think we are going to have to 
draft that. 

Senator McClure. It does not mean that the definition 
of reasonable further progress enforces my concerns about the 
adopted amendment because that is the heart of it. 

Senator Bentsen. Mr. Chaiinaam, I do not think i*e are 
ready to vote on ifc until we hare a chance to draft it to 
reflect Senaitor Domenici's concaam. 

Senator Muskie. I think it does need to be carefully 
drafted. The Senator's own case would be better served by 
his drafting and getting our reactions to it. 

Mr. Ciammings. If I could ask you, do you intend to have 
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this modification of the concept of reasonable further pro- 
gress, tha possibility of going beyond final compliance of | 
the State for any other pollutants or oisidants. 

Senator Bentsen. That option has been one of my major | 
concerns. What is the reason for your question? 

Mr. Curnmings. I do not think the case has to be made 
to tha conasittee that it is necessary for any other oxidant. 
It might do harm to the whole structure of this non-attainraent 
if it goes beyond this. The only one with tha really long — - 

Senator Bentsen. I will be willing to limit it to 

oxidants. / • > 

I 

Mr. Ctinanings. In that case, the amendment was adopted 
to the same effect. What it does then is the language was 
uhdetscoring that is before the members . 

Senator Bentsen. No. I havie some questions about that 
aow and I would like to take the time to draft the language. 

Mr. Curnmings. This langviage does two things, though, j 
it one looks to the concept of the emissions reductions from 
hydrocarbons from the necessity of evading that to improvement 
in the air quality which X understand is important. 

Senator Bentsen. Well, X am willing to limit it to the 
oxidants . 

Mr. Curnmings. In the case of oxidants removing the in- [ 
cremental reduction from the necessity of reaching tlie 
attainn-ient of the standards by a certain time. 
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Senator Bentsen. 1 ara just not ready to proceed at ; 
this time, | 

Senator Randolph. We will recess until — as I under- I 
stand, Lloyd, you have no desire — 

Mr. Billings. This is on the last page of your packet. 
There is an extra word. It should be including but not j 

limited to presale testing, inspection, inspection at resale, i 

,i 

or inspection only in non-attainment regions. j 
Senator Bentsen. The reason for that, Mr. Chairman, I 
and the reason for this is that we spell out to the States | 
when wa are talking about a \=-ehicle emission control inspectioi 
and maintenance program that does not necessarily mean an 
annual periodical testing on the road. As I listen to the 
staff they told me it does not mean that. That it would mean 
that the State could have a series of options that accomplish 
this . I said if there are a series of options then lets say 
so, bat tliat they are not limited to that. It may be that 
politically ail tlriat can be done is a presale testing. Whether 
it be of a used or a new car. 

Senator Bentsen. It did before. 

Senator Muskie. That is vdiat I thought. The undeirscored 
portion is the Bentsen amendment, what was the original amend- 
ment? 

Mr. Billings. The language Is to establish a system or a 
vehicle for maintaining programs semicolon. 
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Senato-r Benfcsen. I am trying to do is to show vmat ; 

they have toid me ware some of the options the States might I 
utilize, spel3. them out. That is all X ara doing. | 

Mr. Billings, Not the particular kinds of issues to 

\ 

be iised. j 
Senator Muskie„ I still think that defining these things 
to 3ay to the States that reject these things actually the j 
language as it was before I think creates pressure on the | 
States to do some of these things. Wow you say you do not havu 
to do these things but you have to do something. 

Senator Bentsen. That is not the intent at all. 
Senator Muskie. I think it is. 

Senator Bentsen. I think all it does is list options | 
the staff told me were available. That is all I am trying to | 
do. ' I 

Mr. GuHffiiings. I do not thin3r. that there is anything \ 
specific about the intent. The idea is requiring that | 
there be an inspection and maintenance program for the 
vehicle emissions and the intenl; of that program is a matter 
of State discretion. 

Senator Bentsen 's aiaendmenfc is simply an attempt to list 
some of the options. 

Senator Muskie. What about what he is doing? I just 
feel the whole idea here — you are talking about ; relaying \ 
the pressure on areas that have not been exactly utilized and | 
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you have said that the State has got to, if those areas 
really want reevaluation for growth, they hava got to have 
these goals of emissions and maintencmce programs but then 
..aen you say that some of the obvious options told are dis- 
cretionary that they can meet the requirements of the sub- 
section even though they excluded those it seems to me it 
relaxes what you intended to emphasize. I may be wJrong. 

Senator Randolph . Is there any analogy with Senator 
Hart's amendment that was offered? 

Senator Bentsen. I do not believe so. . Let me come at 
it another way. Senator. I want to achieve the same basic 
objectives of the language that I think you do but I want 
to show that certain means of doing it are acceptable means. 
I do not think it is relaxing it a bit. Senator, 

Senator Muskie. From what you say I would not object 
to that. If you simply list the options and if you list an 
option and say that you can easily just say you want it. ' ■■ 
do not have to do it. 

Mr. Cummings. That is not the intent. Wliat wa say in 
the court language is the State not satisfying this requirement 
The State may select on© of several alternatives. 

Senator Muskie. One of a possible alternatives. 

Mr, Cmanings. Certainly. 

Senator Muskie. Let us pat tliat in the report. 

Senator Randolph. We have in the bill in the other parts 
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of -the draft the so-called options to the States if they do 
desire? ■ • 

Senator Muskie- I believe we do. 

Mr. Ciunmings. Yes. You are talking about — specifically 
transportation control. The EPA in consultation with the 
Department of Transportation has to develop information docu- 
ments listing quite a few options that may be. selected, v^hich | 
is one of the advantages to those options. Those documents 
should be very helpful in the States in making their analysis 
and their choices. 

Senator Muskie. Well, you ought to cross-reference that. 
Senator Randolph, It seems to me helpful that you do tha:, 

yes. 

Mr. Billings. May I mention the base line? 

The first definition on the fourth page of the titled 
definitions . ht the discussion before the last one the staff j 
raised the issue of the compliance when a trade-off was | 
determined, whether that trade-off was determined against an 
emissions in anticipation of the plan and will it be adequate. 
That has provided a major source of trade-offs for new 

■ I 

facilities from poorly controlled existing facilities or whether 

I 

that base line should be an assumption that tliose existing | 
facilities had been reasonably controlled, before the trade- | 
.off was allowed. The implications are obvious. There are 
lot of plans and if the trade is inadequate there is going to \ 
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be a lot Kiore room for growth, not enough for progress. 

Senator Muskie. Has an amendment been offered to this? 
Mr. Billings. The allowable emissions — v?ell it is 
before the comraittee as a staff proposal axaenditient. Senator 
Doitienicd V7as very much involved in this one. 

Mr. Ciziremngs. I believe he has an interest. Several 
others too, other than the amendment you are speaking of. 
This is the major unresolved issue. 

i 

Senator Randolph. It would seem then xv-e should not con- 
tinue at this time. 

■ 

Senator Stafford. I jr-st want the record to be clear that 
we voted on the last Bentsen amendment as a consnittee. 
Senator Bentsen. We did not. 
Senator Muskie. It was withdrawn. 
Mr. Billings. It was v/ithdrawn. 

Senator Bentsen. I agree to put it in tlie record. 
Senator Stafford. You withdraw the aimendnsent. 
Senator Randolph. We will recess and we are not certain 
v;hen we will be able to reconvene but we v/ill try to 

determine that as quickly as possible. | 

. • • i 

Thank you. 

n»iereupoJi, at 11:30 a.m. the coinraittee recessed, to 
j reconvene subject to the call of the chais) 



